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Columbia River Treaty Review

Summary

The Columbia River Treaty (CRT, or Umietaetdy) is a
States and Canada for the cooperative devel opme
Columbia River Basin to provide for flood contr
than 20 years of negotiatwiaeong abdatf wednihhe¢é96WwWo L
began in 1964.

The Treaty provided for the construction and op
the United States whose reservoir extends 1into
t he a mosuenrtv ooifr rset orage available in the basin an
benefits. In exchange for these benefi-ts, the U
sum cash payments and a portion obutdalbwlhe ttreeam h
Canadian operations UGadneard itahne 'EShRtThiet l[kemnoewennt e 8 £ 1 tmha ¢
the Canadian Entitlement to be worth as much as
The CRT has no specific end date, nandlmowithbdut
action by the UnGurerde nSttlayt,e seiadmhe@dLntahdeal . d/nec anadt St m
most provisions of the "6§RTtwettibnddamergi memt hée€r 16
has given notice oftrtieersmihmavtei om,dilkwtt ebdotah pa@d n m
modificatiolnf otfhe h@RTt riesa tnyoot ter minated or modi f
continue, with the exception of i1its flood contr
aut omattSc addp@mper ations at that time, meaning th
and compensate Canada for flood control operat:i
Perspectives on the CRT and its review vary. S o
provisttedast oetlmibal resouraesnoandifhlowse Torcafys
disagree and focus on the perceived need to adj
hydropoweThodelh.ef.i tshr my Corps of Engineers and t|I
Administration, in their joint role as the U. S.
the CRT from 2009 to 2013. Based on studies and
Recommendation to the State ODopmetndedtcomt Dr v icm
Treaty with ¢ girntcalimd meo}lainfci ismgh iytalhreso pCORWe r pr ovisio
further deduipmema tfiliog dc alolnetdr ol operations after 2
Treaty flows to beneKort iCtosl upnbrita, Rt rer Cdnas dhican |
of British Columbia) released in March 2013 a r
modifi‘wat homs t he T’tleta tdyi sfpruatseedw mpetvieorhael W. S. Ent i
review process.

Fdlowatmwgpefieder al 1inter alUg eBnecgy oencaolmmRevn & dJthiBchre
State Ddpamti megdtidsinagn dp adrzaerhleottearlsk s nwi t h Canad:
Oct o2b0elBe t we en 20028 Sandnd Canadiahda@eoegmtdisatoifng t
negotsiation

I f the executive branch comes to atn mgyheaxsnlent r
Senate to weigh 1in onpurustuwarmed nvseoristiitosniso noafl trhod eT 1t
advice adfd nceothisckeneta.t y ter mination is given, 1t i
would be wi ¢ he nycahrk evhindd ohvo w Congr ess might infor
During Treaty 1 e witechw hhomdkeenspdegno toirn eARelitsigv i b 1 e s

thr ough their oversight roles.
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Columbia River Treaty Review

Introduction

The Columbia River Treaty (CRT, or Treaty), sig
bet ween United States and Canada for the c¢co
ter r
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rces ofi floe Edhleuhkine fRitv orf Halsoiod ¢ on
d by several flooding events in the
CRT was the result of more than 20

g ald plan for 'dewaloepmeastoafcehe Hhei
5 -fneieltl ioofn aadcdriet i onal storage in Canada t h
in Canada, one in the UmpordopPdmndgteisng pllh:
]

S

0

£
o

= o0 O

y
ir

flood control, hydropower, and other d
, the United St at essuna gecraecsechd ptaoy npernotvsi daen dC
power b é¢&@aenfaiditsalne KEanottin as t he

ntation of the CRT began in 1964. The Tr
ns would continue indefinit?2ly without
y, eitberCaheddnc ata dpt rSotvmitseizot nes moofs t he CR
owrifdtedhmoli.i.e Ar my Corps of Engineers
11e Power Administrati“OnS ( BRA}djetritno otkh eai r
of the Tr eaasteyd boeng isntnui chige si na 2d) lald d iBt i on a l
ntity made i1iWU.sPaparotmmemtd actfi oht & toe tihne De c e 1
is not terminated or modified, mo s t of 1
oenervfeptood control operations, which are
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es on the CRT and its review vary. S o
includeatfdr toxampbal geasmwmamtceess amal
ed in the original Treaty. Ot hers bel
o more equitably share actual hydropo
, h@as stated that without the Canadian E
r its share of these revenues), 1t sees
ional Reun omldeemadrattfie at eof coor dEnawsgtby the U.
tinue t-BEO@2Frebtuy wo¥hemSdafecBbDepens ment has
p r ooptoisaetdi nnge gp ar a me tneatw a i laalbplheb Titgah . t€hee ¥y d na ®
ommendation, f i n falviozreedd icno nMairncuhi n2g0 1t 3h,e atlrseoca t y
i fi‘wvdat hams t he T’tscoantey offr awnheiwcdr kwer e cons ider altl
se recommended by the United States.
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executive branch, through t he eSltaatteed Dieop atrhtem
Howe ve,r ,t it thooungslet nidttus¢ i onal role totheovide a
to apprhavad,s bypytaattwed ehyithenegotutive bra

er
CRT may or may ng@gt ct BSeegngaetre smmcyh cah ovoostee ;t oi nr e

o ™ oo To 0o Tao —o

“T 0OH
o g o

1 The CRT is different, and was considered separately, from tribal fisheries treaty rights on the Columbia River. For
more informatioron these treaty rights, sh&p://mww.critfc.org/

2 Implementation of the Treaty occurs through the U.S. Entity (BPA andthe Northwestern Division of the Corps,
jointly, with the BP A Administrator as Chair and the Corps as a member) and the Canadian Entity (the British
Columbia Hydro and Power Authorityr 8C Hydro).

SFlood control provided by the Canadian projecetpsonwould st il
operations at thattime. This means that the United States would request and compensate Canada for flood control
operationsSe ¢ b e 1 o wColambia RiieTneaty Review” f or more infor mation.
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chgas to, thecalCR®irnngi ndtnoaddiottiere, both houses o
choose toomwgoalighegaitnyaornt v @ gvecttiiavtiitoores by the U. S.
t heir roevseprescitgihve power s.

This report provides a brief overview of the Co
background on the history of the basin and c¢cons
of studies and analyses of t hdeatCeo.l umbia River T

=

story and Background

The Columbia River is the predominant river 1in
the United States in terms of volume flowing to
water that dralmgs2f9om0OBppgoarmameles in the no
sout hwestern Canada, including parts of British
Mont ana, I daho, Oregon, and Washington. The bas
United Betatawmse of its high annual runoff 1 imit
the basin), and extreme variatliaorng eisnt frluonwoflfeVlenl
United States in terms of aveandcappowxiha2t7Té&l PO
of this runoff occurs in May, Junes swdf dad¢y. W
area 1is 1in Canada, the Canadian portion of the
the basvarage annual runoff volume

The Columbia River -psodheihgrgeser hydsopmwienwr t h
Federal devel &prheyndtr oopfo wtehre craipvaccri ty dates to 193
government initiated constructhwtamife sdamlnotfott
federal dams within the Columbia River Basin ar
of Engineers (Corps) and the U.S. Bureau of Rec
and additional damse narilthiee wBiPpAd rv y of ot hed e ph r t me
Ener gy, omvacrrk eftrsomp federal dams on the Columbia R
known as the Federal Columbia River Power Syste
facilities(wlGiraeamdha£oudeme storage capacity), mo
stem of the river in the United Stafreusn hafve 1im
the fovehydropower, f 1 f9gldlXdJdnbt erloolw, apnrdo vniadveisg aatni
of the basin, 1indUJXdsHngwsd atmh eo wrneelrasthiivpe. s t or a ge ¢
dams

The basin is also important habitat for a numbe
in the region include steelhead trout ; chinook,
speci®hese fish are important to commercial and
tribes in the region The basin also provides h
listed under the Endangered1584 egcqiuei sr eAneetn t(sE Susn,d elr
law are an important factor in the operation of
Ot her major sswatefsthacbadennavigation, irriga
Four federal ’sd ammasi nsnt etmh ¢h arvievendalvaw aff o onbdogdkst wah
transport bulk commodities that are important t
infrastructure, the Columbia River is mnavigable

4See bel o wheRoleof Comgress irt‘Treaty Review
51n most years, it is estimated that the Canadian part of the basin accounts #6r@8% o f t he basin’s runof f
6 Notably, some headwaters projects have flood storage, including Libby, Hungry Horse, and Dworshak.
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percenst wdt ethtiedladiom irrigated agri
in eastern Washington, northeastern Ore
for other water supply purposes, and th
reecart ional users. All of these users have
Figure 1. Columbia River Basin and Dams
MAP KEY

@ Corps of Engineers Dams
O Bureau of Reclamation Dams
QO Dams owned by Others

@ Dams owned by Canada
L

- —-—
-—- - .-

Seatt s ’ North

)

5 Yakima Project ...'.
Cow Ri

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2011.

The negotiation anwde preaietpii ftiactactdi obny ofe vtehrea ICRT ent s
notably, a major flood event 1in the Northwest i
damage throughout the basin and served as the i
States and ganaddjesnbybyudhe Interdamtitondl yJoint

7The IJC was established by the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909, which established principles and mechanismsto

help resolve disputes concerningwater gitgrand quality alongthe U.€anada boundary. The IJC is a joint
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following the flood, the United States had prop
(which would flood 42 miles into Canada) . Canad
res poonpsoes epd t o divert as much as 15.5 million ac

own purposes. Based on a number of technical st
which included development of upriv€ael smbiraa ge i
River, including those for flood control and hy
The CRT was signed in 1961 but was mnot fully 1 a
into effect) until 1964. I mplemantidgdtyi  BPAf anHet
Northwestern Division of the Corps, jointly) an
Hydro and Power ABTherTtygatygrpBOGvHdedofor the ¢
millienedacfMaf) of additional storage in Canada
Duncan (completed in 1968), Hugh Keenleyside, 0
(completed timudt®Wi7dn .o fColnisbby Dam in Montana, Wwh
into Canada, was completed in 1973. Together, t
reservoir storage available in the basin before
flood protection and power)LBXUHBHd t GRT harlosuog hroeuqtu it
that the United St HAtsessu raenddt QGiigntaBdlaameper te pfalroeo da nc o n f
and power objectives) for the operation of Cana
operating y®art.aiAlecodn gOpwihtalt hngma Pl ahs o be develop
more advantageoWs madulCanatiloarnnbophrBting entiti
project operatiPons under the Treaty.

Under the CRT, the United States gained operati,
reliable operations in Carhaydlar otphoawte rp rgoevniedrea tfioorn .
exchange, Canada (t hrreocuekitivaepshme pGaynmednitasn fErnotm ttyh)e
States for flood control benefits through 2024,
from the operatiomagd. Chmadiahadgeaft ygr sttlhoe as s u.
annually of Camnadian storage, the United States
benefits as the three Canadian dams became oper
to haldftiofiattcqed iencrease in downstrl€Gam ahdyadr opo we
initially sold t hf{Csanealdeicatnr’iEmatig le¢mesmewnt a a mt b€ U
utilities for -$2484 me MOFOLY F kenrt lay, e hdelUnwvteed S
the Canadian Entitlements ddiorretchtelrynUtltn.t (@& ntaidet y tThhae
e st i mavtaeldni et hoef t he Camaai$adn@ditadtBBeSmemitl 1 i on
annually, depenfdimiorosn a number of

international body. More information is availablehatp://mwwww.ijc.orgen_/
Role_of_the_Commissigfsthash.zDSIT nOp.dpuf

8Executive Order 11177, “Providing for Certain Arrangement s
September 16, 1964.

9 For example, since 1995, Detailed Operating Plans under Article XIV of the Treaty have prowidgtbev storage
of 1 million acrefeet per year for fisheries flows.

10The amount of the Canadian Entitlementis based on a formula which calculates the theoretical value of additional
generation from Canadian dams.

11 Together with the flood control payants, these payments largely financed the construction of the Canadian
facilities.

2y. s. Entity, “Columbia River Treaty 2 Ohttpi/M@WcA2D14Re vi e w: Rece

2024review.goWilesColumbia%20River%20T reaty%20Recent%20Study%20Results%20
%20FINAL%20June%202012%2®%20singles.pdf Her einafter “U. S. .EFntity, Recent Stou
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Figure 2. Columbia River Basin: Relative Storage of Dams

MAP KEY
@© Corps of Engineers Dams

O Bureau of Reclamation Dams
© Dams owned by Others

@ Dams owned by Canada
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Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 2012.
Note: "ODIy LQGLFDWHVHHWQOLRQ DFUH

Several notable changes to Columbia River opera
current negotiations. Most mnotably, declining »p
Columbia and Snake Rivers led to listings wunder

§ §15135143) beginning in 1991. Thaeswoeoel issatlimgs amalv e

steelhead habitat in the United States, includi
summer flows) and mitigation actiVher (momge , con
information on thesel las CROEgRegpnnd¢QRIQPIHBUH,Gf ¢ de
6SHFLHV $FW /LWLJDWLRQ 5HIJDUGLQJ &ROXPELDeM\LQ ®D O RR(
and Harold F. Upt on

13 As noted above, limited operational changes on both sides of the border have occurred pursuant to supplemental
agreements under the Treaty.
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Columbia River Treaty Review

The
cont
Curr
mi n i
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cont
Trtn

“caldpinper a

allo
woul
oper

CRTs has i fmidce ,enadndd mos+ewdeptsthoswvisebased t
rol —evpairl dt coomst inue indefinitely without act
ently, eitherCaheddnectanadt St mt edlt evirhchs ta pr ov
mum oWwriftedlhamoGoircpes and the BPA, in their r
rtook a review of the Treaty and delivered
e in December 2013.

otiationsTrdkedaemonti na¢ s oht omotmbbe o Bpeatt ¥y ©Onons
d continue, with the notable exception of f
rol operations under the Treaty are schedul

u
ation. Flood control provided by the
tions at twhpien topmer a tUnadmres, ctaHd eddnit e d
wed to request alterat ifoonrs ftloo oCd ncaadn tamo lo,p eart
d be responsib for making these changes

0

e l e
ating costs and economic lo%ses in Canada d

Technical Studies

As n
wh o
unde
regi
t he
gove
cond
deve
The
ef fe
ecol
anal
Sinc
fact
Tr e
On J
Depa
Reco

oted above, o6heaUsSri&Entof ysundeesgt oand repo
are reviewing the CRTr ¢ athy’s}pTphveioeUe Ss iEsmtal syo
rtook its studies with significant input fr
onehtarnetpves with whom the U.S. Entity has w
future of the Treaty. The SRT is made up of
rnments, andfl hl cfoddaebak ad d @mSc. waFinh itthye hSQRT ,a |
ucted stakeholder outreach so as to provide
loping a recommendation.

U.S. Entity conducted its technical studies
ctssemfopyrations (1.¢e., effects on hydropow
ogy), and modeled b¥Itthe cartriroennst 2a nadn df u3t uirnec 1st
ysis of various scenarios,habuictha ta sa nmb dsepl d mig
e Treaty review began, the U.S. Entity has
sheets on Treaty re&%iew and potential futu
aty Review Regional Recommendation
une 27, 2013, the U. S. Entity shared an 1ini
rtment of State for comments. On September
mmendation for additionad 2% yvid®wWIS3nd&hKe mmen

14 The Treaty does not describe the methodologies and procedures for hovupaltetiood control would be

implemented after 2024. Those details, including potential costs for these operations, stillneed to be resolved between
the two nations. Canada and the United States disagreed with some of the initial assumptions regarding implementation
of called upon floodontrol by the U.S. Entity in its Treaty review studies.

15 separately, Canada has undertaken its own studies.

16 A complete roster is available lattp://mww.crt20142024 eview.govFilesSRT %20Roster%20May%202013. pdf
17 For a summary of these studies, see U.S. Entity, Recent Study Resullts.

18 The U.S. Entity posted most of this information on its Treaty reviewwebstiét g/ www.crt20142024review.gov/
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1 1 vefrienda 1t Ree gi onal Recommendation to ¥®Yhe Depar
e recommendation, which reflects U.S. Entity
modi fy t2h0e2 4T. x €lehteyt iep@s br anch, through the St
e final determination on those changes h
nduct any mnegotiations with Canada rela
donal coordination with the U.S. Entity

Qo 5o oo

its Regional Recommendation, the U. S. Entity
untries, but 71 ecommen‘dsn stfjehraehori ¢ 1 e shnfoideemrtn iazned
0s ybsatseemd function throughout the Columbia Rive
vel of flood risk and preservitifghereliable and
commendatio@genacdhdfpadrn nfcmtpdess nwegblt iasgt ivasegr al
ecific recommendations rel?d2ted to alterations

wR om0 0 = ®Oo 3o

me of the notable recommenbduytti basUUh®dukketditfyc
oviding stream flows to prdwmat.dfipshmhobat dor o me
ravhgghpansion of agreements to further augment
ows coming from r edaulcseod kffadlWAGEMAQW i na dradr aft
servoirs) and devEedop e sn?hO tphiiesra argeeci mmm epnr doagtriaom s
cdmidrei mi zing adverse effects -ymart rsibmdtegypour
balancing the power be&naflitmpbe s2e02edn nCegRHE 0 § W o0
ood ris k maneafgfeencetnitv, e -Hupsoeln uadnildo gcda Islteaddr a ge, t hr o
oordinated operatrenspharb]l & ditodig &ifmiantdaslodny , o ft h e
ecommendation also suggests that, following ne
Adminishowltd ome wiew membe®s hip of the U. S. Ent it

—0o B o—="="0 o ®O0on3

e i e e N R - T )

St at us dVfe glorte aattyi ons

On Oct obetrhe7 ,St2a0tle6 . DepJaStepotti afimegl ipacaadnmde t er s
formallytatkhowitthéigdhQiatnhaed aSt a€ier De P a wdoulad®eh t
Thedocument, which is not avail atblkrkgearo t he public
interagempcgygceseyvjewhicRegiorndl Ruadt bimmeam dtalid on

Byu. s. Entity, “U.S. Entity Regional Recommendation for the
December 13, 201&ittp://mww.crt20142024review.goiles/
Regional%20Recommendation%20Final,%2013%20DEC%202013.pdie r ei na f t er, “ Re gional Recorn

20 Regional Recommendation, p. 2.

2L For a full list of the general principles, sRegional Recommendation, p. 3. Detailed recommendations are available
on p. 4 of the Regional Recommendation.

22 The Regional Recommendation noted that these changes should not detract from existing T reaty obligations. See
Regional Recommendation, p. 5.

28 The Regional Recommendation states that CRT power benefits are not equitably shared and that Canada is deriving
substantially greater value from coordinated power operationsthan the United States. See Regional Recommendation,

p.4.

24 Under the original CR, many of the specific details related to callgmbn storage were not defined. See footnote

14.

®This could potentially include a third member of the U.S.
the extent to which this change is incorporatedin Treaty modification.

26 For more information, sdwetps://www.state.govreatyprocedures/
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mo di f i?Ad tfieiomma I t 31 mg got i at itnhgetStpldr egneed¢ < tr s d
engagement wiFboh eMipmi.sCtamy di an

Negotibaetiwamen t he U. S. andf €na nbacligiegmn May @ @91 at ing
20 P8&Fr om 2200280hteot wo cbnt wifacdselgeolt dval droohubned

of onteigations during hbhbtdhoemp 92002In0dmi3sOt,r at i on
teleconrAecendeng to t hceS tWgetBd phapilaiggtomieend ,b y

t he U. 8. REaglt ofnggyc o mmawd astpradrmt d eoinp & thieonnge g @ a ma t i

by he DepaSrttaBiBepA,t tofe Cor ps, the Depart ment of th
Oceanic and At mosPhlea i$t Ademi Péepartaménon. and the 1
Columbiaad sbawe owad halls and tcoo mimusnciusys melee isntgast u
negotiations with the public.

Perspectives on Columbia Rive

Various perspectives on the Columbia River Trea
in studies, meetings, amd cootnhdeurc tpeudb Isiicn cfeo rTumsa t ty
began. The Regional Recommendation represents t
well as many of the stakeholders who have weigh
procidHoswever, the RégtiooanmldBResommenrepresent the
Treaty review. The executive branch, through th
negotiati1ons

To date, the primary Canadian perspectives pr
coordinhetedBrbyish Columbia (BC) provincial g e
decision on 3MaCr ch clo3mme2n0dis4 .cont inuing the Treaty
within the existing framewor k. A sseculmbbatSeyd of t he
stakeholder s, and BC is provided below.

U.S. Entity and Stakehol ders
d
u

To ate, studies by the U. S. Entity have gener a
mutually beneficial to the United Squitteasblay,d Ca
and the Tr ¥mmotdye rsiBiczeetld ebe by t he U. S. Entity conc

27 The process was led by the National Security Council, which designated the Department of State to coordinate and

oversee an interagency policy reviewof the Regional Recommendatierinteragency Policy Committee included

the National Security Council; the White House Council on Environmental Quality; the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;

and the Departments of State, Energy, Commerce, the Interior,and others.

28U.S. DepartmentofStat, “ On t he Opening of Negotiations to Modernize
30, 2018, ahttps://mww.state.govlpaprsps201805282867.htm Her ei na f t eent Mays20k8t ¢ Depar t m
Announcement . ”

27y, §s. Depart ment of State, “Conclusion of the Tenth Round o
release, June 30, 2020 hatps://mww.state.goebnclusionof-the-tenthroundof-the-columbiariver-treaty

negotiations/

30 Sstate Department May 2018 Announcement.

31 For additional information on these efforts by the State Departmerit} isese/www.state.goeblumbiariver-treaty/

. Fora summary of efforts by the Province of British Columbia hsggs://engage.gov.bc.calumbiarivetreaty/

32 The full list of comments is available lattp://www.bpa.govdpplicationgpubliccomments&ommentList.aspAD=

1909.

33 These comments are consolidateltp://blog.gov.bc.cablumbiarivertreaty/
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scenario where the Treaty continues, both gover
operating plans that pr ovitdreo If obre nperfeidtisc,t aabnhoen @ o«
These same studies generally found that without
dams for its own Wmeowaf iftl obdxs¢ptr afger whlkdd woul
regardless ohfi st ecromilnda tmaockne) .U. 8. hydropower gener
and predict, and could also result in species i
ahead of time Despite this unpredictradbmlity, t
Treaty termination. Studies by the U.S. Entity
benefit for the United States would likely resu
Canadian Entitlement), wcheid ef iCmanmaodiaa lw obuel nde flii tkse 1 1
hydropower generation under a sc®¥Hawewethat abo
rather than recommend termination, the U. S. Ent
includiebg!”™anedi anntEneamndlemsurances for flows t
among other things

While most stakeholders acknowledge benefits of
submitted comments criticizing the Regional Rec
tdhs e comments, major areas of debate can genera
handle the Canadian Entitlement, how (or whet he
the current coequal Treaty gloaslpsecoiff ihcysd rroepl mweerd
caldpan flood management operations

Status of the Canadian Entitl]l ement

The status of t he ¢haanlafd ioafn tFEhnet ihtyldermoepnat wetro coonmet r i
operations has been a matgt powefi dantewresitoen, Tcsep

RecommendatrebadoifcdstrhfgorCanadian Entitlement, w i
what extent 1t should be rebalanced. While powe
for ter mina,t itohne yo fc rtihtei cCiRZled t he lack of specifi
recommendation, and emphasized their view that

that hydropower benefi®lsn htavei mopu hlapamwe dhmmendt
intsgrse noted that the Canadian aEmtoirtel eemgeunitt ashH e u 1
met hodology for dividing hydropowwSomgewondr adthieor
groupst biedd amwsree dtfawfha he actTedrgbatedtion und
operations 1s being returned to British Columbi
power cust-ometr spowet pweffectively increasing el
Some suggest that themesntta t ursa tohfe rt hteh aGa neacdoisayns tEe:
below), should be the3focus of Treaty moderniza

34 studies have estimatedthat the Canadian Entitlement is worth approximately $229#88&million annuty,

and that net annual revenues for the United States would increase by about $180 million to $280 million, while
Canadian revenues would decrease approximately $220 million to $320 million. See U.S. Entity, Recent Study Results,
pp.67.

35 As stated preiously, the Canadian Entitlement amountwas a theoretical amount calculated when the CRT was
originally negotiated, and did not take into account requirementsto regulate and maintain fisheries in the United States
that have subsequently been required faank resulted in a reduction in hydropower generation and revenues since
Treaty ratification.

36 see, for example, Tacoma Public Utilities, Public Comment for the Columbia River Treaty Review, August 16,
2013, athttp:/mww.bpa.govdpplicationgdubliccomment€ommentList.aspi®=199.

37 See, for example, Public Power Council, Public Comment for the Columbia River Treaty Review, August 6, 2013, at
https://mww.bpa.godpplicationgpubliccomment&£ommentList.aspXd®=199.
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Flows to Improve Ecosystems as a New Treaty

Perhaps the most controversial aspect of the Tr
Treatgt dimc hude fisheries or ¢sc oostyhsetre np rfilmoawsy al
purposes of flood control amsd rmppdrfapgpawdm.n,S Clasnea
United S tuantdeechre agsDeaedyl ed Opor amaimgdR ha mmal 1
millieneadcowd storage at Canadian dams for f1lows
Uu. S. Entity has recommended that a new Treaty t
part of the U. S. Enentaytiavdederal fisheries r1ep
WhileandibabVirosmbavel ggnenplly agreehblagcddt pro
functions s hould bee mawr toarlpsowoumedgeude di ntthoa tt hteh ea gprr o
recommendations for Treantogugbdif igradviodisng ifdomo!
They have called for the ecosystemoffutnkd i on t o
Treaty, teqmaliyeat ¢t bygdropower production and
have arguedat h®¢ c ©lmdse Raghgpitraomanc h ( which mentions t
function Dblult fdoore si tnottoeqchbae ]l t penmnpesde pp swaulbtd ef fect
these changes to®Theyotbknowhwodpargphasfeunadtdiag t
aga ec¢pual purpose would likely entail operational
countries beyond those currently provided for u
goals of these changes would bes vamngenre nnhoendt hf sl oawns«
during water shortages.

Conversely, some power 1interests (including s om
approach in the Regional Recommendation for the
recommendation embodases omore osys ommodddbwse t han
Thus, they opposgseémoptsp oepqeunada speuar psotsaet eodf ctoh e
the comment process, some stakeholders mnoted th
both cohnouwghsmajor operational changes that ha
rat Pinedddition to recent increases 1in storage
salmon and steelhead on the Colnugmbwiat ha wmd | St akde
operationaii tchgamtgiecsn ,a nafsi shhd€rhiregs . md s of'nto¢ & t hat
power customers already make significant contri
have been estimated b¥50omeel tiocomrpeon dgemorteot hm;
wildliflFiddlblwy,., some have expressed concern wit
bet ween the maintenance of existing hydropower
spring and s umnte rf if4Thheoryi ebse.l bewne ft hat further op
this type will be damaging to the Northwest eco

38 save Our Wild Salmon, Public Comment for the Columbia River Treaty Relviegy//mww.bpa.govdpplications/
publiccomment&ZommentList.aspXd®=199.

39 see for example, Northwest River Partners, Public Comment for the Public River Treaty Review, August 16, 2013,

http://nwriverpartners.orghagesNWRP_Treaty Letter -8613.pdf Her einafter “ Northwest River
For background on HishoryandBackgdbund”t s, see previous se

2

Comment .
OSee pr e vi HistoryandBackground,” «
41 Northwest River Partners Comment.

42Western Montana Electric Generating & Transmission Cooperative, Inc., Public Comment for the Columbia River
Treaty Review, August 16, 201Bttp://wvw.bpa.govdpplicationgbubliccomment&ommentList.aspX¥®=199.
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Uncertainti éGa RItJdtFeld otdo Cont r ol

A final area of concern in three Tapoatadkdekt view pr
upd8mlood control operations. The Regional Rec omi
CRT should include a coordi‘netasesdnapé¢ecdftompembkart

Canada fupronc £llloecod acbantrelat d®ed t o t hese operatio
pay Camada for U. S. benefits and under what <cir
are noted to be mnecessary by boatsh psairdte so.f Tthhees ¢
ongonignogt i ations (either in modificat*3Dounrsi ntgo t he
the Treaty review process, many regional entiti
regional stakeholders) h&dvannfceantergadrtdinng hpa ymemw
these benefits They have argued that the feder
regional beneficiaries) should be responsible f
has not taken aofshmaldppaytfon o6hewh benefits,
estimating flood risk and potential operational
disagreement with C€Canaddi@seshab LCRIAv'Re.vye t won,
Canadian Pwsoms CRcIt iRweevi e w

Canada, represented by the Canadian Depart ment
has the constituttieonamlt earuntahtoirointayl ttor emaetgioetsi.a Ho we
the Province of British Columbia (BC), has been
date. BC initiated studies to synthesize its pe
stuciseusl tred in a decision, finaliz¢ésdeeikni nMar ch 20
improvements within t H*T heex ipsrtiinncgi pTlireesa toyu tflri mmealw b
among other things, specificupemudfii c@wmenmtod and e
operations and a formabediefembhnat bODhet@anpdoann
account fTamgehbefiafits accruing to the United S
Columbia. The princimel s talnsta adbcafsweadw ki endpgr o svtteharaet n t
“Iinside and Jdwuam iidep arhteanntr e@adrysideration for the

management of salmon populations (including r1es
Some of rtyhediprfiemaences bet ween the two countries

Over the course of 1ts review, British Columbia
review findings by the U.S. Entity.. litn taerrgeusetds ,t
the United States actually ®BEnepatsitfunbamr f h€a€R
disagreed with some of the U.S. Entity findings
hydropower, and ecosystetne df liotwss .d iFsoarg rienesnmieanntc ew i t
Ent's tyrevious findings related to flood control
the United States has saved billions of dollars
Treaty, agnmdapdmtompear ational plan for flood contrt

43 To date, calledipon flood control operations have not been necessary because of thefibad operations under

the 1964 treaty, and t he psopne”c isftiocr adgeet awielr se rneolta tdeed itnoe d“ d anl It el
44 Province of British ColumbiaColumbia River Treaty Review: B.C. Decisjidfarch 13, 2014http://blog.gov.bc.ca/
columbiarivertreatyfiles/201203BC_Decision_on_Columbia_River_Treaty.pdf

45 According to the BC decision document, restoration of salmoitatadthe responsibility of the government of

Canada and should be handled outside of the Treaty.

¥province of British Columbia, “ U-—Bast, Besent ahdFutere:Ar om t he Col u
Province of British CSo,l u2nlbli 3a. Pheerrsepiencatfitveer,,” “JBirniet i2s h Col umbi :
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approach would be preferable to botmpemtities i
flood control operations in 2024 .S .1 dE nptairttyi cul ar
projections of thewpoamefllanod coastrbbratadtedl?24d,
runtd f fi‘fwear apbhefanadia#fl f losodensd o®yr a@aenada has a
smaller U.S. reservoiferwhiehdacennool careg ematly
flood storage, and would be sespqnsi bmenfothdboi
“‘effectheeemadee of U. S. -usptomr s g o rhegfeorn s aalqlued ed (
United Staumedhahimowombd be the case). Canada
would result in forgone benefits to the United
fisheries, among otulpeoom tolpiemrgast,i o:medf nitehcudss ood a blee & s
some in the United States have projected. The C
productionupdonepecatlieds would result in $40 m
lost benefits o that Wmisttesdu wSpti antg en sEif, ts it thhyw nhUaas§ .

previously estimated costs of betweemos$4 millio
flood control, thet shankode®spt ojfdic Sed generating
Canada has also arEmedtlitdment hes Cmnadiequitable
the U. S Entity suggested, and thus that it s ho
the Canadian Entity mnoted that it would see no
without the Ca’Aamloinagn oEtnhteirt ltehmiemngts., Canada has ar
operations provided for under the Treaty allows
States than the Canadian oEntattdeé memat iTfh et hCea nTard:
terminated, the lack of reliable expectations f
beneAist previously noted, the U.S. Entity has pr
scenario, the glhniin esdi gSntiaftiecsa nwo wledvenue while Can
expected to decrease, largely du® to the ter min

The Role of Congress in Treat

The President, through t hest Nogetgiootniaalt iSnege uproistiyt iCoor
CRT, and t he iSsteastppo Dssiplalret mfeontt c onductimng negotioce
However, Congress pirocalssso iTnhveo 1Cvoends tiint utthiiosn gi ve
t o appr ovtehi rbdys cam otiweos hegotiatetThy S hratacdomd d

47 The actual trigger for calledpon flood control operations, as well as the cost for these operations, is not currently
defined in the Treaty andis likely to be an important pointin negotisbetween the two countries. While the U.S.

Entity has projectedthat a range of peak flows at the Dalles (a large dam near the mouth of the Columbia River) from
450,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 650,000 cfswould activate available Canadiae, $ter@gnadian Entity has
assumed that it would provide callegon storage only once flows reach 600,000 cfs (which is expectedto be rare). If
Canada only provides storage under these scenarios, some U.S. dams may need to be operatedto account for an
increased flood risk.

48 British Columbia U.S. Benefits Study, p. 11.

49In contrast to Canada, the U.S. Entity appearsto have assumed limited losses associated with hydropower generation
due to altered operations for maximum power production by Canadaabutot assumed significant losses resulting
from new flood control operations at U.S. dams.

50 British Columbia U.S. Benefits Study, p. 21.

51To date, Canada has not produced estimates of the cost of this lack of reliability. British Columbia U.S. Benefits
Study, p.12.

52U.S. Entity, Recent Study Results, p. 7.
%For more on the Senat e’ sCRSRepost 9884 SenateConsigeration af Jréadidyr at i on, see
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not ratify treaties; i1instead 1t tatka®y up a reso
fornparldwtde advicenandecont &fiitTchaet iSoemn aptreociess smot r
provide an up or down vote on a resolution of r
resubmitted af‘ter each Congress

The Senate wnoeumteds o lauktei ounpf @aif t & li £ RIE la 56 abtne s

d Candtddr emda dgiefa tainodn st he e xec ut é¢tdhee bmroadnicfh csau b m
the Senht dJhfSar ameav iCeadt hTdrae wctoynhtoiuntu emoidfi f i c at i o1
her eda it gttiparenvqginhee r ¢ waplpdabmitne and consent
thhenSenmnateof a ter minnahtei ofmr ebayt ye idtoheesr ncoot u mtdrd

v oo
o o B
—

ch a notice(ic.oeu.l,d by a ediefrfseerdetnetr Midma mi ot rdd ti ¢
Over ,tthiemeHous e @&md htvlee wkampdh®ele dtwyommevisewht
hearMegmbeCongfehbawalilgilmend Treaty disodhsesions thr
avenues . Fhoer Nonrstthawnecset, dtel egation (including all
Mont ana, Oregon, thdr Waghi Pgteon dem¢ nObhaena in 20
concerns with the perceived slow pace of the In
April, 2ZG@MwWmakers expressed a collective desire t

begnengotiations wiMohs tCarneacdednuti?ledy 12700] 5a. bipartisan
seven MHmbees from Was lwirmgteon oa lPd e@ridgat Trump r
commencement of5SM®RSIt ne eno ¢Dietcteymobnesrh Pa & 2 02 O

Northwest members Hn€oondBeschlddImgs doutitcdcre Secre
promptly issue a notice off trderdstifme mmenci dla spadwao:
provisions. The resolution notes that such a no
Canada to negotiate a modvwoublidgad . Treaty before

Aut hor Information

Charles V. Stern
Specialisin Natural Resources Policy

Valerie Heitshusenorhttp://mww.senate.goaftandhistoryistorycommonbriefing/T reaties.htm
Some treaties have lain “dormant?” in frtiplmCongresiest he Senate F

55 The Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee held a hearingon CRT Review on November 7, 2013. See
http:/mww.energy.senate.gguiblicindex.cfmhearingsandbusinessmeetingstD=79a4a23f164441e6bea8
3f4d3cb05656T he House Natural Resources Committee held a hearingon CRT Review on December 9, 2013. See
http://naturalresources.house.goalendar@ventsingle.asp>EventiD=363025

56 Letter from Pacific Northwest Delegation to President Obama, April 14, 2014g%//mw.murray.senate.gowiblic/
index.cfm2015A/murraywyden-defazicwaldennorthwestdelegationurge-obamato-initiate-negotiationson-
columbiariver-treatythis-year

57 Letter from Reps. Dan Newhouse, Kurt Schrader, Cathy McMorris Rodgers, Peter DeFazio, Greg Walden, Jaime
Herrera Beutler, and Dave Reichert to President Trump, June 21, 2017.
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